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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO, )
)
Plaintiff-Respondent, ) NOS.  44400 & 44401
)
v. ) CANYON COUNTY
) NO. CR 2011-9492 & CR 2014-16325
)
TRENT CHRISTOPHER MATNEY, ) APPELLANT'S BRIEF
)
Defendant-Appellant. )
________________________________)
STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Pursuant to a plea agreement, Trent Christopher Matney pled guilty to one count
of injury to a child.  He received a unified sentence of six years, with three years fixed.
Although he was initially placed on probation, when he violated the terms of his
probation by committing a new crime—possession of methamphetamine—his probation
was revoked, but the district court retained jurisdiction over him.  The district court
sentenced Mr. Matney on the resultant new possession charge to six years, with three
years fixed, concurrent.  Although Mr. Matney was placed on probation after the rider,
he was found to have violated his probation and it was revoked in both cases.
2On appeal, Mr. Matney contends that the district court abused its discretion in
revoking his probation.
Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
Supreme Court Docket No. 44400 (Canyon County district court case number
2011-9492 (hereinafter, the injury case)) and Supreme Court Docket No. 44401
(Canyon County district court case number 2014-16325 (hereinafter, the possession
case)) have been consolidated for appellate purposes.  (R., p.318.)
In November of 2010, nineteen-year-old Trent Matney was home on leave from
the military.1  (R., p.11.)  He began communicating with a girl, D.G., through an online
website called MyYearbook.com.  (R., p.11.)  D.G.’s page on the website listed her age
as seventeen.  (R., p.11; PSI, p.59.)  On December 15, 2010, officers found the two of
them sleeping in a parked car at 1:45 a.m.  (R., p.10)  The two explained that they were
dating and later admitted to having a sexual relationship.2  (R., pp.10-11.)  Although
Mr. Matney thought D.G. was seventeen or eighteen, she was actually fifteen.
(R., pp.10-11.)  Mr. Matney was arrested five months after he and D.G. were found in
his dad’s car.  (Presentence Investigation Report (hereinafter, PSI),3 p.79.)  He was
charged by information with lewd conduct.  (R., pp.25-26.)
1 Trent enlisted in the Army when he was just seventeen.  (PSI, p.6.)  He was given a
General Discharge Under Honorable Conditions in August of 2010.  (PSI, pp.5-9.)
While in the military, Trent was awarded the National Defense Service Medal and an
Army Service Ribbon.  (PSI, p.14.)  He was trained as a helicopter mechanic.  (PSI,
pp.14, 18.)
2 In fact, Trent told D.G. he loved her during a law enforcement arranged “confront call.”
(PSI, p.88.)
3 The designation “PSI” includes the PSI and all attachments contained in the electronic
file, including addendums to the PSI, police reports, psychosexual evaluation, and
letters from employers and friends in support of Trent.
3Pursuant to a plea agreement, Mr. Matney pled guilty to an amended information
alleging he committed felony injury to a child.  (R., pp.35-36.)  As part of the plea
agreement, the State agreed to recommend that the district court place Mr. Matney on
probation, provided he was deemed a low risk to reoffend and amenable to treatment in
the community.  (R., pp.37-43.)  Mr. Matney was sentenced to a unified term of six
years, with three years fixed, but the district court suspended the sentence and placed
him on probation for seven years.  (R., pp.77-80.)
In 2014, a report of probation violation was filed against Mr. Matney which
alleged that he had unauthorized contact with minors,4 accessed the internet and
texted, had firearms at his residence, was in possession of methamphetamine and drug
paraphernalia and tested positive for drugs,5 possessed pornography, and possessed
handcuffs and handcuff keys.  (R., pp.87-91.)  Mr. Matney admitted that he violated
some of the terms and conditions of his probation, and the district court retained
jurisdiction.  (R., pp.106-108, 113-115.)
In 2014, Mr. Matney was charged by Information with possession of
methamphetamine arising from a probation and parole search of his residence.
(R., pp.191, 200-201.)  After arraignment, the two cases were set together.  (R., p.204.)
Pursuant to a plea agreement, Mr. Matney pled guilty to felony possession of a
controlled substance, and in exchange, the State agreed to dismiss the companion
misdemeanor offense of possession of paraphernalia and to recommend any sentence
4 Trent attended a baby shower where his son and other family members with a child
were present.  (R., p.94.)
5 Trent was also charged with a new crime, possession of methamphetamine, in Ada
County case number 2014-16325, which arose from the same facts for which he was
alleged to have violated his probation.  (R., p.191.)
4to run concurrent with the rider Mr. Matney was already on in the injury to a child case.
(R., pp.206-211, 215.)
The district court sentenced Mr. Matney to six years, with three years fixed, but
retained jurisdiction, concurrent with the sentence imposed in the injury to a child case.
(R., pp.222-224.)  After a successful period of retained jurisdiction, the district court
placed Mr. Matney on probation for four years.  (R., pp.123-126, 235-238.)
In 2016, a report of probation violation and amended report were filed which
alleged that Mr. Matney was unemployed for a few two-month periods of time, owed
court costs and fees and fines in the amount of $1,075.50, failed to pay his costs of
supervision, was discharged from sex offender treatment, failed to take a polygraph as
requested, and left the State of Idaho without permission from his supervising officer.
(R., pp.129-182, 241-295.)  The district court found that Mr. Matney had violated some
of the terms and conditions of his probation, and the district court revoked his probation.
(7/27/15 Tr., p.10, Ls.22-25; R., pp.184-185, 298-304.)
On August 2, 2016, Mr. Matney filed Notices of Appeal in both cases that were
timely from the Judgment of Conviction and Order Revoking Probation.  (R., pp.306-
309.)
ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it revoked Mr. Matney’s probation and
executed his concurrent underlying sentences of six years, with three years fixed?
5ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Revoked Mr. Matney’s Probation And
Executed His Sentences
A. Introduction
Mr. Matney asserts that the district court abused its discretion when it revoked
his probation and executed his original aggregate sentences of six years, with three
years fixed.  He asserts that his probation violations did not justify revoking probation,
especially in light of the goals of rehabilitation and the fact that the protection of society
could be best served by his continued supervision under the probation department.
B. The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Revoked Mr. Matney’s
Probation And Executed His Sentences
In light of the significant progress Mr. Matney made while on probation, his
probation violations did not justify revoking probation.  There are generally two
questions that must be answered by the district court in addressing allegations of
probation violations: first, the court must determine whether the defendant actually
violated the terms and conditions of his probation; and second, if a violation of probation
has been found, the trial court must then decide the appropriate remedy for the
violation.  State v. Sanchez, 149 Idaho 102, 105 (2009).  “The determination of whether
a probation violation has been established is separate from the decision of what
consequence, if any, to impose for the violation.” Id. (quoting State v. Thompson, 140
Idaho 796, 799 (2004)).   Once a probation violation has been found, the district court
must determine whether it is of such seriousness as to warrant revoking probation.
State v. Chavez, 134 Idaho 308, 312 (Ct. App. 2000).  However, probation may not be
revoked arbitrarily. State v. Adams, 115 Idaho 1053, 1055 (Ct. App. 1989).  The district
6court must decide whether probation is achieving the goal of rehabilitation and whether
probation is consistent with the protection of society. State v. Leach, 135 Idaho 525,
529 (Ct. App. 2001).  If a knowing and intentional probation violation has been proved, a
district court’s decision to revoke probation will be reviewed for an abuse of discretion.
I.C. § 20-222; Leach, 135 Idaho at 529.
Only if the trial court determines that alternatives to imprisonment are not
adequate in a particular situation to meet the state’s legitimate interest in punishment,
deterrence, or the protection of society, may the court imprison a probationer who has
made sufficient, genuine efforts to obey the terms of the probation order. State v.
Lafferty, 125 Idaho 378, 382 (Ct. App. 1994).
Here, Mr. Matney did well on probation for a substantial period of time—he was
employed and meeting with his probation officer.  Mr. Matney was employed at
Maverick and paying on his financial obligations, including child support, which did not
leave him sufficient money to pay for the polygraph examination his probation officer
was requiring.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.5, Ls.21-25.)  Unfortunately, the work at Maverick did not
provide enough money for Mr. Matney to pay all of his child support, and his driver’s
license was suspended for non-payment of child support.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.8, Ls.3-7.)
This resulted in Mr. Matney having to walk to work at midnight, which eventually led to
his probation officer asking him to quit the job.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.6, Ls.1-3; p.8, Ls.5-7.)
However, Mr. Matney has employment lined up should he be released to the
community.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.7, L.15 – p.8, L.1.)
Further, Mr. Matney has substantial support in his rehabilitative efforts.   (7/27/16
Tr., p.7, Ls.2-5.)  Mr. Matney’s entire family was present at his disposition hearing to
7show their support of him.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.5, Ls.10-11.)  Even Mr. Matney’s elderly
grandmother was present, despite the fact that she had to miss a scheduled
chemotherapy appointment to be there.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.5, Ls.11-14.)
Mr. Matney was diagnosed with bipolar disorder, PTSD, anxiety, and ADHD.
(7/27/16 Tr., p.5, L.15; PSI, pp.76, 80, 86, 98.)  When he was initially sentenced in the
injury case, he was taking his prescribed medication and was undergoing counseling.
(PSI, pp.7, 80, 90.)  When unmedicated, Mr. Matney’s mental health conditions
impeded his ability to be successful on probation.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.5, Ls.15-20; p.9, Ls.3-
12.)
Further, Mr. Matney’s probation officer recommended a second period of
retained jurisdiction.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.7, Ls.1-2.)  However, the district court believed that
the rider program did not have sex offender treatment beyond the introductory
assessment.  (7/27/16 Tr., p.10, Ls.8-13.)
Mr. Matney asserts that the district court abused its discretion in finding that his
probation violations justified revocation.  With the support of his family combined with
Mr. Matney’s desire for treatment, he could receive the help he needs to avoid relapsing
again while he resides in the community.
8CONCLUSION
Mr. Matney respectfully requests that this Court place him back on probation in
both cases.  Alternatively, he requests that his cases be remanded to the district court
for new probation violation hearings.
DATED this 14th day of February, 2017.
___________/s/______________
SALLY J. COOLEY
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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